Introduction
"Small states", according to an oft-quoted volume, "enjoy more international prestige and visibility than at any other time in history". 1 At the same time foreign policy action space and strategic opportunities of small states vary more widely than at any time since the beginning of the modern states system. In contrast to nineteenth century Europe when the great powers met in concert to decide on the rules of the game, 2 today "the international legal system legitimizes political units without regard to size", 3 but at the same time same time formal equality has been accompanied by a widening gap between what individual small states can and cannot do.
This paper explores the strategic consequences of this gap. I argue that the strategic options of small states are dependent upon how much action space they are allowed by other states, in particular the great powers, in their close vicinity. To be sure, this is a classic insight of small state studies. 4 However, as I will show in the following sections, it needs to be rediscovered as well as revised if we are to understand how and why the strategic opportunities and challenges of small states vary in the present world order. Using Georgia as an example, I argue that the strategic options of a small state in the contemporary world order depends upon whether it conducts its foreign policy in the shadow of postcolonial, modern or postmodern states. I discuss how this affects the strategic menu as well as the foreign policy dilemmas of small states. Georgia is seen as a 'laboratory' for exploring these issues as it is located between the post-modern EU to the West, the modern Russia to the North and the postcolonial Middle East and former Soviet Central Asian states to the South and the East. In addition, Georgia may be viewed as a state with postmodern, modern and postcolonial characteristics.
The argument is organized into four main sections and a conclusion. The first section provides a brief overview of the scholarly debate on small states in international relations arguing that despite important advancements in our understanding of small states, there is a need for improving our understanding of how and why the conditions for small state strategy vary across the international system. The second section suggests one answer to this challenge by exploring the similarities and differences between modern, postmodern and postcolonial states and discussing the implications for small state strategy. The third section applies this framework to Georgian foreign policy. The fourth section discusses the limitations of the analytical approach of the paper and how these limitations may be amended by a stronger engagement with balance of threat theory before the paper is concluded.
The security predicament of small states: from survival problem to influence problem?
The study of small states in international relations traditionally focused on a fundamental puzzle:
How and why do these states survive considering their limited capabilities and the anarchic structure of the international system leaving them, internationally, without a legitimate monopoly of violence for protection? 5 Thus, the security predicament of small states has traditionally been viewed as a logical consequence of their limited capabilities and the vulnerabilities that follow. By definition they suffer from a 'capability deficit'. Small states are typically defined by absolute (e.g. a threshold population of 5 million) or relative (e.g. 'non-great powers' scoring less than the most powerful states across a range of capabilities) criteria focusing on their (lack of) material capabilities. The capability deficit "has been viewed as a handicap to state action, and even state survival", 6 because their relative lack of power has given small states less influence over international events and a smaller margin of time and error and as a consequence left them concerned primarily with risks of military attack and economic vulnerability, 7 and strategies aiming defensively at survival.
This view of the small state subscribes -implicitly more often than explicitly -to a neorealist understanding of world politics, where states are regarded as 'like units' primarily aiming for survival and with variations in their ability to ensure survival reflecting primarily differences among them in material capabilities. 9 Theoretically, this has led to the expectation that a combination of the anarchic structure of international system and the behavior of systemic great powers are the main drivers of small state foreign policy. 10 As noted by Hey, "if there is one piece of conventional wisdom about how best to explain small state behavior, it is that the answer lies at the system level of analysis. That is, because of their relatively weak power base within the international system, small states will act in passive and reactive modes, rather than as proactive agents of international change." 11 To be sure, this literature makes an important contribution to our understanding of small states by pointing out that inequality in capabilities creates inequality in opportunities for survival and influence internationally. However, beyond this fundamental point it has little to tell us about the strategic opportunities and challenges available to small states. In particular, it suffers from two weaknesses. First, it overemphasizes the importance of conventional military threats to the territorial survival of many small states. Inside the Euro-Atlantic area most small states do not face a conventional threat to their territorial survival as they benefit from the protection from the world's strongest military power, the United States, as well as the United Kingdom, France and Germany and membership of NATO and the EU. Outside the Euro-Atlantic area many small states face more dangerous threats from unconventional threats including insurgents or potential breakaway republics within their territory. Second, the focus on the system level means that this literature tends to overlook the importance of location and distance for small states. This is odd, because it is exactly the limited capabilities of small states, which lead them to focus on their close geopolitical vicinity as their chance of projecting power beyond that has traditionally been limited. In practice it has been developments in the geopolitical vicinity of the small state and the great powers situated nearby, which have most often put small state survival at risk. 12 The system level approach is essentially a great power view of small states extrapolating the challenges and opportunities of great powers to the study of small states. For this reason it does not provide the tools us to detect and explain variations in strategic options among small states. As a consequence, the traditional system level approach leaves us with the puzzle it was seeking to explain: why and how do small states survive? states. In postmodern states the domestic order is not as easily distinguished from the international order as in modern and postmodern states. Political and administrative governance is multilevel spanning supranational, national and international institutions in various combinations, and this is also reflected in community and citizenship rights extending both above and below the national level and in the economy, which is to a large extent embedded in cross-border networks.
These differences between different types of statehood are reflected in foreign policy.
For the modern state traditional inter-state relations take primacy. Sovereignty is fixed and nonnegotiable, and the modern power is able to provide the basic political, administrative and economic infrastructure to uphold a viable domestic order and to protect this order from outside enemies by its national defence. Accordingly, the modern state deals in spheres of interest and reciprocity in interstate relations, and its main challenges and opportunities in international relations are the results of a struggle for power and security among states striving to maximize their interests in international anarchy -with military means if necessary.
To the postmodern state, globalization -rather than an international anarchy populated by sovereign states -provides the starting point for its foreign policy. 19 Globalization understood as "a process that encompasses the causes, course, and consequences of transnational and transcultural integration of human and non-human activities" and therefore entailing increased political, economic and security interdependence and interconnectedness causing states to lose control over some domains at the same time as they gain control over others has two important consequences for foreign policy. 20 First, the "playing field of politics" is transformed from a process primarily taking place within states to "a complex congeries of multilevel games played on multilayered institutional playing fields, above and across, as well as within, state boundaries. These games are played out by state actors, as well as market actors and cultural actors". 21 Second, as a consequence, territorial disputes are viewed as a nuisance to be avoided rather than a way to increase influence and power. Territorial gain is of little use to the postmodern state. In contrast it is likely to induce costs related to political unrest, migration and potential sanctions from the international society.
The postcolonial state's worldview exhibits some of the same characteristics as both the modern and the postmodern state. Like the modern state, it views international relations in terms of a power struggle among autonomous actors in an anarchic world, but like the postmodern state it does not view politics as tied to a territorial state holding a legitimate monopoly of violence. Rather a complex power struggle between many different kinds of actors is taking place inside and outside the state. The political elites of the postcolonial state are deeply dependent on the norms of international society for their survival, most importantly international recognition of sovereignty based on existing borders. This recognition protects from external threats by entailing the principle of non-intervention and from domestic threats by constraining international support to the territorial claims of autonomy. 22 It is as deeply embedded in and dependent upon the forces of globalization as the postmodern state, but whereas the postmodern state navigates between protecting autonomy and maximizing influence, the postcolonial state is mostly in the receiving end of globalization processes and seeks mainly to protect territorial integrity and survival by norms of sovereignty and preferential treatment.
The strategies of small states are likely to fare dramatically different depending on whether the states they are dealing with are modern, postmodern or postcolonial. At the same time the ability of the small state to develop and implement strategies will also vary with its own type of States. Thus, the Georgian state began to exhibit the characteristics of modern statehood, although with the important qualification of a disputed territory. From the late 1980s, even before Georgia's declaration of independence from the Soviet Union, Abkhazia and South Ossetia demanded independence and since late 1990, Tblisi has had little authority over the two republics. 31 It is Georgia's approach to the eventual solution of its territorial disputes over these two republics after the 2008 war -focusing on diplomatic and institutional solutions rather than a continuing military conflict -which has earned it the characterization as a postmodern state. However, the Georgian ambition to reintegrate the two republics into Georgia proper illustrates that Georgia continues to be closer to the modern ideal type, although in some respects a 'would-be postmodern'.
Facing the modern great power: Hiding or seeking shelter from Russia?
Traditionally, the most fundamental problem of small states has been how to survive in the face of the overwhelming power and interests of nearby great powers. This is a problematique tied closely to the modern great power dominating a sphere of interest in its geopolitical vicinity and using small states within this area as buffers against competing great powers. This leaves small states with two fundamental strategic options: 'opt out' of international relations by pursuing so-called hiding strategies of economic self-sufficiency and military neutrality and thereby reducing vulnerability, or seek protection from international relations by military and/or economic protection from one of the great powers by pursuing so-called shelter strategies of bilateral and multilateral alliances. 32 Shelter strategies may take the form of either adapting to the policies of the threatening great power, i.e.
bandwagoning, or by joining an opposing alliance, i.e. balancing. On the other hand, the shelter strategy has, at least in the short to medium term, been without real effect on Georgian territorial defence at best, and counterproductive at worst. 38 Georgia has no date set for NATO membership and is unlikely to get one until its territorial disputes with Russia are resolved. Unfortunately for Georgia, there is little prospect of ending these disputes as long as the result of a successful negotiation will be Georgian influence over Georgia and of those 76 percent found this to be negative, whereas only 12 percent saw it as positive. 40 Despite this finding, Eurasianist groups are now more prominent in Georgian political life than they have been for a decade. 41 Also, the 'Georgian Dream' coalition winning the parliamentary election in 2012 and the presidential election in 2013, while continuing to aim for Georgian membership of Euro-Atlantic institutions, has attempted normalization with Russia. 42 Small states choosing to support or follow a modern great power should be willing to engage in "a transactional social exchange in which they give and receive benefits". 43 However, as the Georgian case illustrates, the market value of these benefits are likely to vary with great power interests. Since the 2008-war Georgia has gained 'market value' for Russia as a successful example of the modern great power exercising what its leadership perceives to be its rights in the post-Soviet near-abroad. At the same time it has lost 'market value' for the United States as "Western quiescence in the face of Russian territorial aggression" is as much a result of a change in US foreign policy as it is a consequence of Russian policies. 44 With a more narrow emphasis on the pragmatic advancement of US interests and less emphasis on the spread of democracy than during the neoconservative Bush era, Georgia has less to offer as a 'beacon of liberty' for the United States and more value as a poster boy for Russian near abroad policies than before.
Failing to bind the postmodern great power: Georgia as a (non-)European state
The Georgian leadership views EU membership as complementary with its bid for NATO membership and in 2014 Georgia signed an Association Agreement with the EU, but the 2015 Riga summit "proved a major disappointment to partner countries Georgia and Moldova, as EU actions fell short of previous promises and still more so of the partners' expectations. 45 Thus, we should not be surprised that the EU has played a less prominent role than the United States in Georgian security, and no member state has taken on a role of 'sponsor' akin to the one played by the United States in NATO. In the aftermath of the 2008 war, the EU negotiated a peace agreement between Russia and
Georgia, but rather than reflecting the postmodern nature of the EU or the interests of Georgia, its content seemed largely to accommodate Russian interests and offered no guarantees on when and how Russian troops would leave the Georgian territory leaving the EU's effect on conflict settlement as "minimal at best". 46 The Georgian government, views their country as a bridge from West to East, an indisputably European county providing expert knowledge of how to manage relations with the Caucasus, the Middle East and beyond but itself belonging with the rest of Europe inside NATO and the EU. However, to EU decision-makers the ambiguity of Georgia's status as 'European' and its unresolved internal security issues "forces upon European decision-makers a discussion about how far to the East the Union may be expanded, and how to balance between Europe's ideals about international society and its interests in cordial relations with Russia". 47 The European Union is the political entity closest to an ideal type postmodern power in contemporary international relations. A postmodern great power rarely presents a conventional military threat. The complex political playing field of a globalized political space creates a fluid political environment, which necessitates means that goes beyond the traditional tools of statecraft, and it will most often attempt to "transform the interests, priorities, and expectations of its would be followers, and convince them to join the pursuit of 'higher' moral goals articulated by the leader". 48 This represents less of a clear and present danger to small states than the modern great power's threat of subjugation or invasion, but at the same time risks undermining the long term autonomy of the state. It is counterproductive (and becoming close to impossible) to hide from postmodern Europe, and while sheltering might protect against outside enemies and threats, asymmetries within the shelter could create new ones. The typical small state strategy to offset these asymmetries is binding, attempting to 'tame' or at least to de-militarize power politics by binding the great powers through international treaties and institutions, even though they have fewer resources to do so than their great power counterparts. 49 Not only are their official delegations typically smaller than those of the larger states, in addition they suffer from fewer lobbyists from domestic society and more limited access to technical and administrative expertise. Moreover, their small markets and limited military capabilities typically leave small states dependent upon successful international cooperation, and therefore facing a double asymmetry: they need a successful outcome of negotiations more than the great powers, but they are less able to influence the result of the negotiations than the great powers.
Despite these challenges, small states within the European Union have achieved some success in binding the great powers in economic and non-military security affairs by working within the 'European project' defined by the great powers and contributing to European growth and order. 50 However, for small states in the margin of Europe, such as Georgia, binding is much more difficult.
By way of enlargement, Georgia has become the EU's geopolitical vicinity. The enlargement with
Romania and Bulgaria in 2007 extended EU territory to the Black Sea intensifying EU engagement in the post-Soviet area, which had already been a result of Baltic EU membership and the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) since 2004 stressing the "transformative power" of the EU through market access rather than military power. 51 The postmodern great power's view of territorial conflicts as nuisances with no winners and therefore to be avoided has resulted in external policies largely accommodating Russia's interests in the post-Soviet space as military confrontation is not seen as a viable solution. Thus, the EU's "Russia-first approach" toward the South Caucasus has continued from the 1990s until today and effectively results in little real prospect of moving beyond the current association agreement to full Georgian membership or influence on EU policies.
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In combination with binding a number of European small states have sought to maximize their interests and influence by so-called smart state strategies. Rather than attempting to hide from, seek shelter from or bind the great powers, smart states focus their limited resources where they are likely to get the biggest return in terms of influence on issues on salient issues. They do this tapping into great power discourses by providing (part of) a solution to problems defined by the great powers as important and by taking on the role as mediators or norm-entrepreneurs providing a benchmark for future developments. 53 After the Rose Revolution, Georgian policy-makers acted as norm-entrepreneurs by self-consciously positioning their country as a liberal democratic Western style democracy in the Caucasus, and the successful elections of 2012 and 2013 and the acceptance of defeat by the ruling president further embedded Georgia in Euro-Atlantic liberal democratic discourse, 54 . However, although this has undoubtedly facilitated relations with the EU, other potential effects have been mitigated by the marginal importance of Georgia to Europe and the potential challenges to the EU associated with closer relations. Thus, whereas small states in EU-Europe navigates the dilemma between autonomy and influence in a continuing negotiation process among member states, Georgia is stuck in a situation with limits on its autonomy by the Russian influence over the two breakaway republics, and at the same time accepting a narrowing down of its action space by accommodating to the EU, but without much ability to influence either.
Facing postcolonial instability: Back to the future with a vengeance?
The postcolonial state represents a particularly tricky challenge for the small state. In contrast to the conventional challenges from great powers such as subjugation or invasion, the postcolonial state is typically too weak and too dependent upon external support from international society and/or particular great powers to pose a threat on its own. However, postcolonial instability may pose a threat of spilling over to neighbouring states and/or be used as a vehicle for great powers to expand or solidify their sphere of interest by claiming to legitimately stabilize postcolonial states. In that sense, a small state subject to postcolonial international relations is subject to the worst of two worlds:
the unstable complexity of a postmodern globalized world with threats and challenges potentially emerging from many different actors located at different levels and in different parts of the world and the traditional great power politics of an anarchic state-based modern international system, but now with great powers more often claiming the right to interference in order to contain threats and challenges emerging from domestic disorders.
As the Georgian case illustrates the problem is intensified if the small state itself shares a postcolonial past that may pose a serious threat to national security. Thus, the conflicts over South
Ossetia and Abkhazia reflects the legacy of the Russian and Soviet empires. Abkhazia was annexed to Georgia in 1864, and thereby integrated into Russia as Russia had annexed the western Georgian kingdom of Imereti in 1810 and subsequently added several territories. Ossetians lived in Northern
Georgia from the 17 th century sharing Christian traditions and the experience of resisting Russification with Georgians but at the same time in a conflictual relationship with Georgia following the advent of Georgian nationalism in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century. 55 In the Soviet Union South Ossetia was awarded the status of "autonomous district" following attempts to declare independence from Georgia, 56 whereas Abkhazia was an "autonomous republic". With hiding being impossible and shelter strategies proving impotent, Georgia seems to be stuck in two strategic dilemmas. 62 In regard to Russia, Georgia navigates a dilemma between subjugation and obsolescence. On the one hand, if Georgia chooses to give into Russian pressure and
give up parts of its autonomy (and territory), this may create the peace and stability as well as the undisputed borders necessary for membership of Euro-Atlantic institutions. However, this will signal Georgian subjugation and may be steps down a slippery slope of accepting ever more concessions to Russian interests thereby in the end undermining the prospects for Georgian membership of EuroAtlantic institutions. On the other hand, a steadfast rejection of Russian interests in Georgia and its breakaway republics is likely to make Georgian interests obsolete to the Russian government as they are unlikely to accept Georgian policies challenging the Russian perception of its sphere of interest.
Thus, no matter which policy route the Georgian leadership follows, Georgia is likely to be stuck in the dilemma between subjugation and obsolescence with little chance of changing their strategic environment. The Georgian relationship with the United States seems to be of little help in this situation. In contrast, Georgia seems stuck in a related dilemma between goodwill and credibility. On the one hand, as a 'would-be insider' in regard to Euro-Atlantic institutions, and NATO in particular, Georgia needs to create goodwill among the Euro-Atlantic great powers, most importantly the United
States. Georgia has done so with success and continues to do so by its active contributions to NATOled operations and cooperation with NATO and EU member states. On the other hand, these continuing contributions in spite of being left virtually alone with Russia during and after the 2008 war risks undermining the credibility of Georgian claims to membership in return for showing that it is truly an actively contributing member of the Euro-Atlantic community. Georgia seems at the same time to be over-fulfilling the (not so explicit) requirements for inclusion in the West, 63 and both unable and unwilling to deliver what is necessary for membership of Euro-Atlantic institutions: an end to the conflicts with the two breakaway republics and its territorial disputes with Russia.
From identifying scope conditions to explaining foreign policy: Statehood and balance of threat theory
This paper has argued that the strategic options of small states are dependent upon how much action space they are allowed by other states, in particular the great powers, in their close vicinity and explored how Georgia's strategic opportunities and challenges have varied in the shadow of modern, postmodern and postcolonial states with important consequences for Georgia's strategic choice. At the same time, the analysis suffers from two limitations. First, whereas the statehood prism alerts our attention to a hirthero understudied aspect of small state foreign policy, it tells us very little about the general assumptions of international relations that may inform the application fo the prism for understanding foreign policy. Second, and related to this point, while resting on assumptions about power (a focus on how great power statehood affects small state strategic choice) and geopolitics (a focus on the geopolitical vicinity) these assumptions are left untheorized in the discussion above.
How might we tackle these limitations?
One candidate solution is to integrate the statehood prism with Stephen Walt's balance of threat theory. 64 Balance of threat theory offers a sound grounding in realist assumptions about international relations that are compatible with the use of the statehood prism above: states are the primary actors, and they make their strategic choices conditioned on the incertainty about the capabilities and intentions of other actors created by the anarchic structure of the international system.
At the same time balance of threat theory shares with the statehood prism the observation that it is not power itself that is threatening, but how it is used. As noted by Walt: "power of other states can be either a liability or an asset, depending on where it is located, what it can do, and how it is used".
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Thus power is merely one element among others in a threat calculation that also includes perception of intent, the offence-defence balance and geographic proximity. Paradoxically, the Achilles Heel of balance of threat theory is its conceptualization of intentions. Walt notes that "[i]ntention, not power, is crucial" but refrains from unpacking or theorizing exactly how. 66 The statehood prism may offer balance of threat theory this much needed conceptualization by providing a systematic and relatively simple template for analyzing intentions in terms of modern, postmodern and postcolonial views of international relations as explained and applied above.
This integrated balance of threat plus statehood approach may allow for a more systematic account of the role of power and geopolitics than the statehood prism and a more systematic integration of intentions in the analysis than balance of threat theory offers in its original formulation. As Georgia developed from a postcolonial state in the early 1990s to a modern state from the mid-1990s and a would-be postmodern state since the Rose Revolution this had decisive effects on how it perceived the intentions of other states, but how these perceptions of intention are transmitted into policy decisions is dependent upon proximity and power that tell us which actors are decisive for Georgian security and survival, and to which extent they are able to project their power on Georgian territory. At the same time, the modern, postmodern or postcolonial character of these powers tells us which kind of power they are able and willing to project and how likely they are to take action.
Conclusion
Small state foreign policy is formulated within a discursive space defined by great power politics. In turn, the nature and consequences of this space are conditioned upon the statehood of the great powers. Modern, postmodern and postcolonial states all seek to maximize their interests in international relations but they differ in how they define their interests and which means they see as legitimate and effective in pursuing them. Thus, even though Georgia's foreign policy action space remains a function of its geopolitical location, we need to understand the statehood of Georgia as well as the states with interests in its geopolitical vicinity if we are to understand the nature of this action space and the challenges and opportunities of Georgian foreign policy,
The ability of small states to manipulate or restrain the policies of the strong within this discursive space vary widely. As a 'would-be insider' to Euro-Atlantic institutions, Georgia had much less influence on European affairs than the insiders at the same time as it had to adapt its policies to signal its willingness and ability become an insider. To paraphrase George Orwell 'all small states are equal but some small states are more equal than others'. Modern power politics continue to trump postmodern as well as postcolonial opportunities and challenges. Recent literature on small state strategy has emphasized 'smart' ways to maximize influence drawing on the experience of small EU member states. However, as illustrated by the Georgian case, postmodern rules of the game only apply within the confines of the postmodern political space. Georgia was first punished by Russia for being a US spearhead in the Caucasus and then ignored by a wounded post-Iraq War United States in its effort to reset relations with a resurgent Russia after the war. Even the postmodern European Union played the modern great power game largely adapting to the policies of Russia and leaving Georgia to its own devices, whenever there was a risk of open confrontation with Russia. For these reasons, Georgia's future as a Euro-Atlantic country looks more bleak than one would believe when listening to Georgian or Western decision-makers. Georgia is stuck between postmodern Europe, modern Russia and the postcolonial post-Soviet space, and there is little the country can do about it, although future policy choices may ameliorate the situation. No matter whether Georgia attempted to pursue shelter, binding or smart strategies by providing a democratic benchmark in the Caucasus, this failed to provide the expected entry ticket into Euro-Atlantic institutions as neither the EU nor the United States were willing to confront Russia over the issue.
Notes

